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Introduction 
A key role of the ON TO 2050 comprehensive regional plan is to establish a list of regionally 

significant  projects (RSPs) ÛÖɯÍÐÛɯÞÐÛÏÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ×ÓÈÕɀÚɯÌß×ÌÊÛÌËɯɁÍÐÚÊÈÓɯÊÖÕÚÛÙÈÐÕÛȮɂɯÔÌÈÕÐÕÎɯÛÏÈÛɯÛÏÌɯ

costs of the selected projects can be covered through existing or reasonably expected revenue 

sources. These must be identified in ON  TO 2050 to be eligible to receive federal transportation 

fund s or obtain certain federal approvals. Since the region has limited funds available to expand 

or improve the system, the RSP evaluation process is intended to generate a list of prioritized 

projects that help the region meet its goals. Identifying such a prioritized, fiscally constrained 

ÓÐÚÛɯÖÍɯÊÈ×ÐÛÈÓɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛÚɯÐÚɯÖÕÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÐÔÈÙàɯ×ÜÙ×ÖÚÌÚɯÖÍɯÈɯÔÌÛÙÖ×ÖÓÐÛÈÕɯ×ÓÈÕÕÐÕÎɯÖÙÎÈÕÐáÈÛÐÖÕɀÚɯ

(MPO) long-range transportation plan. More than 100 regionally significant projects have been 

identified , totaling more than $140 billion in 2018 dollars.  

 

Given the tight fiscal climate, evidently only a small number of these projects can be included in 

ON TO 2050.  CMAP staff estimates that the expenditures for operating and maintaining the 

transportation system to its current state of repair will exceed the core revenues forecasted to be 

available over the planning horizon 2019 to 2050 by $24 billion.  After adding reasonably 

expected revenues, the region is forecasted to have approximately $30.9 billion to allocate 

toward reaching a state of good repair, enhancing, or expanding the system. This highly 

constrained environment generates the need for strong understanding and evaluation of the 

tradeoffs between projects, policies, and revenue recommendations.  

 

In order to be included in the plan, RSPs are also evaluated for air quality conformity.  A 

transportation system including these projects must not produce pollutants exceeding a pre -set 

budget.  The mobile source budget is established to help the region meet national air quality 

standards and is one part of an overall air pollution reduction strategy.  When these conditions 

are met, the plan is considered to be in air quality conformity. While this document reports 

changes in air pollution emissions associated with each project individually, the conformity 

analysis will ultimately be based on all the projects fiscally constrained in the plan (and 

transportation improvement program) as a whole.  

 

This document describes the RSPs and their expected performance as well as provid ing 

background on the process CMAP employed to identify and evaluate them.  It is an interim 

product of ON TO 2050. Through committee and stakeholder discussion in fall 2017 and spring 

2018, CMAP will select a recommended set of the projects analyzed in this document to include 

under fiscal constraint in ON TO 2050. Note that the types of projects considered in ON TO 2050 

differs from those considered in GO TO 2040 and previous plans. As discussed below, in 

addition to expressway and rail capacity projects, the plan considers bus rapid transit, arterial 

capacity, and large state of good repair projects.  
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Process 

Definition change from previous plans 
Since it is not practical to itemize all projects expected over a multi-decade planning horizon, 

MPOs typically list only projects of a certain size or type. The previous plan GO TO 2040 

defined ɁÔÈÑÖÙɯÊÈ×ÐÛÈÓɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛÚɂɯÈÚɯÊÈ×ÈÊÐÛàɯÈËËÐÛÐÖÕÚɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÌß×ÙÌÚÚÞÈàɯÚàÚÛÌÔɯɬ new lanes, 

new interchanges between interstates, or entirely new expressways ɬ or comparable changes to 

the transit system, generally meaning a rail extension.  The result was a relatively small 

universe of candidate capital projects which were then evaluated across multiple criteria and 

prioritized for inclusion in the plan.  

 

In its 2014 MPO certification review, however, the U.S. DOT recommended that the 

ɁÐËÌÕÛÐÍÐÊÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍ ,ÈÑÖÙɯ"È×ÐÛÈÓɯ/ÙÖÑÌÊÛÚɯÚÏÖÜÓËɯÉÌɯÉÈÚÌËɯÖÕɯÐÔ×ÈÊÛȮɯÕÖÛɯÚÊÖ×ÌȮɯÖÍɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛÚȭɂɯɯ%ÖÙɯ

example, bus rapid transit ( BRT) systems may have similar service characteristics and travel 

benefits to rail transit, and should be included along with more traditional heavy  rail and 

commuter rail projects. Similarly, large reconstruction projects may have regionally significant 

impacts even if they add little or no capacity to the network. Furthermore, a more holistic 

definition would also be thought to better capture true regional priorities. Ultimately, the 

planning process allows for considerable flexibility in the types of projects considered.  

 

After extensive discussion with the CMAP committees and governing board, the definition of a 

regionally significant project (RSP) for ON TO 2050 is a project that: 

 

1. Costs at least $100 million and (a) changes capacity on the National Highway System 

(NHS) or is a new expressway or principal arterial, or (b) changes capacity on transit 

services with some separate rights-of-way or shared right -of-way where transit has 

priority over other traffic; or  

 

2. Costs at least $250 million, regardless of the facility type or work type.   

 

Candidate projects are compared to the cost thresholds based on current dollars (any 

conversion to year-of-expenditure cost is carried out by CMAP when necessary to meet federal 

rules). The entire project cost, not just the cost of the added capacity, is used to determine 

whether the project is regionally significant. Note that sponsors may develop a project proposal 

comprising a program of similar projects if individual projects would not meet the proposed 

thresholds. Projects that change capacity are those with non-exempt TIP work types , in other 

words those that are already considered under federal rules to demonstrate air quality 

conformity. The non -capacity projects that the certification review encouraged the plan to 

contain are captured in the second threshold of $250 million.  

http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/documents/10180/33012/TIP+Work+Types_Updated+2-19-13.pdf/780844b6-4d26-4c00-9eeb-0a19e296b9f7
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Solicitation of projects 
In spring 2016, staff met with implementers to develop a list of projects that fell within the 

revised regionally significant project thresholds. In summer 2016, staff coordinated with 

implementers to ensure that this initial list of regionally significant projects reflect ed all projects 

that should be considered for ON TO 2050. Implementers were given the opportunity to suggest 

projects that were not within their jurisd ictional control ɬ for instance, a county could nominate 

a project on an NHS route controlled by the state. Staff then brought the draft list of capital 

projects to the Transportation Committee for review in September 2016.  

 

CMAP then sought  public input on the list through a 45-day public comment period. The public 

was provided with information on the projects already proposed and given an opportunity to 

recommend additional projects for consideration in ON TO 2050 . A total of 18 projects1 were 

submitted by the public  using an online portal.  The submittals are compiled here . After review, 

15 projects submitted by the public met the RSP thresholds and had sufficient information to be 

considered, while three did not. 2 

 

The 15 publicly submitted projects included two circumferential monorail routes submitted by 

researchers affiliated with the Illinois Institute of T echnology, three commuter rail conversions 

to rapid transit and the CrossRail project by Midwest High Speed Rail, eight streetcar/light rail 

projects submitted by Chicago Streetcar Renaissance, a conversion of Metra Electric service to 

rapid transit by the  Coalition for a Modern Metra Electric and Cook County, and a new cross -

town tollway and transit route submitted by an individual citizen.  

 

The draft final universe of projects to be considered for inclusion in  ON TO 2050 is shown in 

Figures 1 through 7 ÈÕËɯÓÐÚÛÌËɯÜÕËÌÙɯɁ/ÙÖÑÌÊÛɯ#ÌÚÊÙÐ×ÛÐÖÕÚɂɯÐÕɯÛÏÐÚɯÙÌ×ÖÙÛ. The list includes the 

projects originally identified by implementers, the 15 projects submitted via public comment, an 

additional add -lanes project along Vollmer Rd submitted by Cook County 3, and seven 

additional expressway reconstruction and/ or capacity addition projects identified by the 

Illinois Department of Transportation.  

 

                                                      
1 In addition to the project submittals, staff received a letter in support of the CrossRail Chicago proposal , 

and a letter from a consortium of 20 organizations and individuals requesting that staff remove the Illiana 

Expressway project from the list of projects being considered. 
2 The Tango Ultra-Narrow Commuter Car project is a vehicle purchase for a new car sharing program, 

not a highway or transit capacity project. The Skytech Transportation proposal is for a concept of 

combining freight and commuter transportation systems into one system that operates over existing 

freight rail lines. The proposal does not pr ovide location -specific information or other project details. The 

South Side Express Bus is estimated to cost less than $100 million. 
3 This project was submitted through the public comment process but is being treated as an implementer -

submitted project.  

http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/documents/10180/452175/RSP+Projects+Submitted+for+Consideration/9e1d9568-efbb-4f3c-b4aa-5e5eedb36989
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Figure 1. Proposed regionally significant projects -- expressways 
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Figure 2. Proposed regionally significant projects ï arterials 
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Figure 3. Proposed regionally significant projects -- Metra commuter rail 
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Figure 4. Proposed regionally significant projects -- Pace Suburban Bus 
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Figure 5. Proposed regionally significant projects -- CTA and City of Chicago urban rail and bus 
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Figure 6. Proposed regionally significant projects -- publicly submitted projects in Chicago 
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Figure 7. Proposed regionally significant projects -- publicly submitted projects primarily serving 
area outside Chicago 
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Evaluation framework 
Two forums  were held before Transportation Committee meetings -- in July 2016 on highway 

projects and in November 2016 on transit projects -- to discuss the evaluation measures to be 

used in the analysis. The outcomes from those forum s were then discussed at the fol lowing 

Transportation Committee meeting .4   

Project evaluation 

Project cost estimates 
This section presents the estimated cost of all the major capital projects considered and 

documents the estimation methodology . Federal rules on fiscal constraint require costs to be in 

year-of-expenditure dollars (YOE$) and to include both capital and operations and maintenance 

(O&M) costs. Thus, estimates are needed of both types of costs as well as the years in which 

these expenditures are expected to take place. CMAP staff worked with implementers to update 

project information including scope, costs, phasing plans, and the portion of the project  cost that 

would involve t he addition of new capacity.   Understanding the project cost dedicated to 

adding capacity versus the amount needed for maintenance is important in this process because 

the two cost categories have different budgetary constraints within the planning process.   

Capital costs 
In most cases, capital costs were provided by the project sponsor. For publicly submitted 

projects, the cost provided by the submitter was used.  When no cost was provided, CMAP staff 

estimated the cost based on unit costs from comparable projects. When provided in current or 

earlier year dollars, costs were escalated to YOE$ by assuming 2.5 percent annual cost inflation, 

the same assumption used in the ON TO 2050 financial plan for capital maintenance 

expenditures. Project phasing was taken into account when that information was available. 

When the sponsor provided costs in YOE$ but used a different cost escalation factor, costs were 

deflated to the base year and then escalated at 2.5 percent.  

 

(Õɯ", /ɀÚɯÍÐÕÈÕÊÐÈÓɯ×ÓÈÕȮɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÕÚÛÙÈÐÕÌËɯÊÖÚÛɯÖÍɯRSPs is only the amount needed to build and 

operate new capacity. However, many RSPs include  elements of reconstruction as well as 

capacity addition. For example, add-lanes projects frequently include reconstruction of the 

existing facility along with addition of the new lane. The proportion of capital costs required for 

new capacity and reconstruction was provided di rectly by the project sponsor. The ON TO 2050 

financial plan separately includes the cost to reconstruct existing facilities under the operations 

and maintenance allocation category.  

                                                      
4 The presentation materials and recommendations from the highway forum are available from the 

September 2016 meeting. The presentation materials and recommendations from the transit forum are 

available from the November 2016 meeting. 

http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/documents/10180/574685/RSP+highway+analysis+July+2016+forum+v3.pdf/06a427a7-1be9-47c8-a036-bdde3bf5a097
http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/documents/10180/574685/highway_eval_forum_notes_July2016.pdf/d7ce402e-96b6-4326-9731-2baf4974e831
http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/documents/10180/595578/RSP+transit+analysis+November+2016+forum+%28002%29.pdf/0589cc37-ed8f-40f7-b54a-dd20e707b5f8
http://www.cmap.illinois.gov/documents/10180/610965/transit+eval+forum+notes.pdf/8e69db80-4f25-49b6-9326-200106a0a7f6
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Operating costs 
Operating costs for highway projec ts were estimated by applying costs per year per lane-mile to 

the amount of new capacity, then inflating the cost each year by 2.5 percent. The unit cost 

estimate for non-tolled highways was derived from IDOT District 1 costs for FY09 ɬ FY13 

operations on the interstate and arterial system. The estimate for Tollway projects was derived 

from Illinois  Tollway developed operating costs for the Elgin-.ɀ'ÈÙÌɯ6ÌÚÛÌÙÕɯ ÊÊÌÚÚɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛȭɯ

Illiana Expressway operating costs were taken from back-up material for the Illia na Expressway 

project study.  

 

Annual operating costs for transit projects relied on relevant project studies when available. 

When a plan was unavailable, operating costs were estimated using the revenue service hours 

calculated from service plans provided  by the project sponsor, and unit costs from taken from 

the National Transit Database (NTD) for 2015. Again, operating costs were inflated by 2.5 

percent each year. In a few cases, improvements to existing lines are expected to decrease 

operating costs, generally by making service faster and thus reducing revenue hours required 

for a given number of runs. Anticipated fares associated with a project ɬ calculated as the 

service board-specific average fare from the 2015 NTD times the annual number of new riders 

on the project ɬ were subtracted from the operating cost. 

Cost summary for projects 
The full list of projec ts with costs is presented in Table 2. The table below contains the new 

capacity costs considered for fiscal constraint, while the last column contains the project 

reconstruction costs. Costs in YOE$ are calculated from sponsor information .  Where no 

implementation year is available, the year of construction is assumed to be 2034, the midpoint 

of the planning period.  Note that, ultimately, some p rojects will have revenues associated with 

them from tolling and value capture that help offset their  costs in the ON TO 2050 financial 

plan.  

Table 2. Costs of regionally significant projects 
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West Loop Transportation Center Ph I  85 CDOT 2020 0.61  100% 0.66  0.05  0.71 -    

Mid -City Transitway  87 CDOT 2041 6.73  100% 12.24  0.59  12.83 -    

West Loop Transportation Center Ph II  88 CDOT 2034 2.04  100% 3.12 0.15  3.27 -    

River North -Streeterville Transit 

Improvements  
103 CDOT 2020 0.41  100% 0.44  0.50  0.94 -    
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Project 

Project Information  
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South Lakefront-Museum Campus 

Access Improvement 
104 CDOT 2020 0.41  100% 0.44  0.11  0.55 -    

North Lakefront Light Rail Line  125 PS* 2034 0.54  100% 0.83  (0.46) 0.37 -    

South Lakefront Light Rail Line  126 PS* 2034 0.80  100% 1.23  0.40  1.63 -    

Superloop Light Rail Line  127 PS* 2034 0.49  100% 0.75  0.35  1.10 -    

Madison St & Jackson St Light Rail Lines 128 PS* 2034 0.25  100% 0.39  0.33  0.72 -    

Clark Street Light Rail Line  129 PS* 2034 0.44  100% 0.67  0.26  0.94 -    

Downtown  Ring Light Rail Line  130 PS* 2034 0.66  100% 1.01  0.52  1.53 -    

The Burnham Ring Light Rail Line  131 PS* 2034 1.64  100% 2.50  1.13  3.63 -    

Vollmer Rd  145 Cook 2022 0.10  5% 0.01  0.00  0.01 0.11  

Red Line Extension (South) 57 CTA 2022 2.07  95% 2.19  0.81  3.00 0.12  

Red Purple Modernization Phase I 58A CTA 2020 2.14  62% 1.44  0.30  1.74 0.88  

Red Purple Modernization Future 

Phases 
58B CTA 2026 4.28  60% 3.23  0.25  3.48 2.15  

Blue Line West Extension 59 CTA 2051 1.30  94% 2.93  0.02  2.95 0.19  

Brown Line Extension  60 CTA 2051 4.72  98% 11.44  0.01  11.46 0.23  

Circle Line South (Phase II) 61 CTA 2051 1.14  75% 2.12  0.02  2.13 0.71  

Circle Line North (Phase III)  62 CTA 2051 2.55  75% 4.73  0.01  4.74 1.58  

Orange Line Extension 63 CTA 2051 0.57  100% 1.40  0.00  1.41 -    

Yellow Line Enhancements and 

Extension 
64 CTA 2051 0.34  100% 0.83  0.00  0.83 -    

Blue Line Forest Park Br Reconstruction 93 CTA 2022 1.73  16% 0.32  (0.04) 0.27 1.66  

Brown Line Capacity Expansion  94 CTA 2025 1.73  30% 0.63  0.02  0.65 1.48  

Ashland Ave BRT 106 CTA 2022 0.17  75% 0.15  0.04  0.18 0.05  

Green Line Extension 107 CTA 2051 1.03  92% 2.24  0.00  2.24 0.19  

South Halsted BRT 108 CTA 2020 0.15  75% 0.12  0.04  0.16 0.04  

Blue Line Capacity Project 147 CTA 2022 0.83  39% 0.37  0.18  0.00 -    

IL -31 Front St 6 IDOT 2022 0.12  100% 0.13  0.00  0.14 -    

IL -60 10 IDOT 2022 0.13  100% 0.14  0.00  0.15 -    

IL -62/Algonquin Rd  11 IDOT 2022 0.12  100% 0.14  0.00  0.14 -    

IL -83/Barron Blvd 13 IDOT 2022 0.12  100% 0.14  0.01  0.14 -    

IL -131/Greenbay Rd 14 IDOT 2022 0.16  100% 0.19  0.01  0.19 -    

IL -173/Rosecrans Rd 15 IDOT 2022 0.12  100% 0.14  0.01  0.15 -    

I-55 Managed Lane 29 IDOT 2019 0.56  80% 0.48  0.03  0.51 0.12  

I-290 Managed Lane 30 IDOT 2025 2.07  20% 0.52  0.00  0.52 2.06  
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Project 
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Illiana Expressway 31 IDOT 2034 1.03  100% 1.60  0.10  1.70 -    

I-190 Access Improvements 32 IDOT 2025 0.24  20% 0.06  0.00  0.06 0.24  

Jane Byrne Interchange 33 IDOT 2020 0.42  20% 0.09  0.00  0.09 0.37  

I-55 Add Lanes and Reconstruction 34 IDOT 2041 0.86  20% 0.32  0.00  0.32 1.28  

I-57 Add Lanes 35 IDOT 2045 0.83  20% 0.34  0.00  0.34 1.36  

I-80 Add / Managed Lanes 36 IDOT 2025 1.40  20% 0.35  0.00  0.35 1.40  

I-80 Managed Lanes 37 IDOT 2025 0.46  80% 0.46  0.02  0.48 0.12  

I-80 to I-55 Connector 38 IDOT 2025 0.10  100% 0.13  0.01  0.14 -    

Lake Shore Drive Reconstruction 89 IDOT 2020 0.93  0% -    -    0.00 1.01  

IL -43/Harlem Ave  109 IDOT 2020 0.22  0% -    -    0.00 0.24  

IL -47 110 IDOT 2020 0.31  50% 0.17  0.00  0.17 0.17  

IL -83/Kingery Hwy  111 IDOT 2020 0.10  100% 0.11  0.01  0.12 -    

US-12/95th St 112 IDOT 2020 0.16  0% -    -    0.00 0.17  

US-20/Lake St 113 IDOT 2020 0.11  0% -    -    0.00 0.12  

US-45/Olde Half Day Rd  114 IDOT 2020 0.11  100% 0.12  0.00  0.12 -    

I-94 Bishop Ford Expressway 135 IDOT 2025 0.84  20% 0.21  0.00  0.21 0.83  

I-90/1-94 Kennedy and Dan Ryan Expwy  136 IDOT 2025 3.74  20% 0.93  0.00  0.93 3.72  

I-55 Stevenson Expressway 137 IDOT 2035 3.42  5% 0.27  -    0.27 5.17  

I-90 Kennedy Expressway 138 IDOT 2035 1.84  20% 0.59  0.00  0.59 2.34  

I-94 Edens Expressway 139 IDOT 2035 1.92  20% 0.61  0.00  0.61 2.44  

I-90/I-94 Kennedy Expressway 140 IDOT 2045 1.66  20% 0.68  0.00  0.68 2.70  

I-290/IL-53 141 IDOT 2045 3.02  20% 1.23  0.00  1.23 4.93  

I-57 142 IDOT 2045 1.27  20% 0.52  0.00  0.52 2.06  

Randall Rd 46 Kane 2034 0.30  100% 0.48  0.01  0.49 -    

McHenry -Lake Corridor  3 McHenr y 2040 1.22  100% 2.17  0.02  2.19 -    

North Algonquin Fox River Crossing  51 McHenry  2040 0.04  100% 0.10  0.00  0.10 -    

UP Northwest Extension  66 Metra 2020 0.72  50% 0.39  0.07  0.46 0.39  

SouthWest Svc Impr vmnts  / 75th St CIP  67 Metra 2030 1.70  25% 0.59  (0.02) 0.57 1.77  

UP North Improvements  68 Metra 2020 0.98  25% 0.27  0.10  0.37 0.80  

UP West Improvements 69 Metra 2020 0.39  25% 0.11  0.01  0.12 0.32  

Rock Island Improvements  70 Metra 2025 0.57  25% 0.18  0.04  0.21 0.53  

BNSF Extension-Oswego/Plano 71 Metra 2041 0.45  100% 0.81  0.02  0.83 -    

BNSF Improvements  72 Metra 2041 0.27  25% 0.12  (0.00) 0.12 0.37  

Heritage Corridor Improvements  73 Metra 2041 0.28  25% 0.13  0.05  0.18 0.38  
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Project Information  
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Metra Electric Improvements  74 Metra 2041 0.46  25% 0.21  0.05  0.26 0.62  

Metra Electric Extension 75 Metra 2020 1.18  50% 0.64  0.29  0.93 0.64  

Milwaukee Dist r North Ext -Wadsworth  76 Metra 2020 0.47  75% 0.38  0.44  0.82 0.13  

Milwaukee District North Improvements  77 Metra 2020 0.69  25% 0.19  0.08  0.26 0.56  

Milwaukee District West Ext -Marengo 78 Metra 2020 0.67  25% 0.18  0.02  0.20 0.55  

Milwaukee District West Improvements  79 Metra 2041 0.64  25% 0.29  0.01  0.30 0.87  

North Central Service Improvements  80 Metra 2041 0.51  50% 0.46  0.15  0.62 0.46  

Rock Island Extension 81 Metra 2041 0.50  100% 0.90  (0.00) 0.90 -    

SouthEast Service 82 Metra 2041 4.98  75% 6.80  0.66  7.46 2.27  

STAR Line 84 Metra 2041 3.13  100% 5.69  0.64  6.33 -    

A-2 Crossing Rebuild 98 Metra 2020 0.72  25% 0.19  (0.06) 0.14 0.58  

BNSF Extension-Sugar Grove 115 Metra 2041 0.38  100% 0.68  0.02  0.71 -    

Heritage Corridor Extension  116 Metra 2041 0.17  100% 0.31  0.01  0.32 -    

Milwaukee District North Ex t-Richmond 117 Metra 2041 0.37  100% 0.66  0.07  0.73 -    

Milwaukee District West Ext -Hampshire  118 Metra 2041 0.44  100% 0.81  0.11  0.91 -    

STAR Line Eastern Segment 119 Metra 2041 1.72  100% 3.14  0.43  3.57 -    

STAR Line Northern Segment 120 Metra 2041 1.41  100% 2.55  0.33  2.89 -    

Rock Island RER Service 121 PS* 2034 0.57  100% 0.90  1.02  1.92 -    

UP North RER Service 122 PS* 2034 1.87  100% 2.95  1.58  4.53 -    

UP Northwest RER Service 123 PS* 2034 2.30  100% 3.62  1.30  4.92 -    

CrossRail Chicago 124 PS* 2034 3.98  50% 3.04  0.82  3.86 3.04  

Modern Metra Electric  143 PS* 2034 1.02  20% 0.31  0.43  0.74 1.25  

Pulse-ART Expansion Near Term 102A Pace 2021 0.17  100% 0.13  0.95  1.08 -    

Pulse-ART Expansion Mid Term  102B Pace 2028 0.42 100% 0.37 1.31 1.68 -    

Pulse-ART Expansion Far Term 102C Pace 2035 0.82 100% 0.86 2.76 3.61 -    

Express Bus Expansion 105 Pace 2034 1.81  100% 1.85  1.73  3.57 -    

Suburban Metro Area Rapid Transit  144 PS* 2034 15.30  100% 23.39  0.99  24.38 -    

Elgin O'Hare Western Access 20 Tollway  2024 1.84  100% 2.17  0.08  2.24 -    

I-290/IL 53 Interchange Improvement  21 Tollway  2030 0.30  0% -    -    0.00 0.45  

I-294/I-57 Interchange Addition  22 Tollway  2024 0.36  100% 0.42  0.00  0.42 -    

I-294 Central Tri-State Mobility Imprv  23 Tollway  2022 1.52  10% 0.17  0.00  0.17 1.52  

I-290/I-294 Interchange Improvement  24 Tollway  2021 0.51  0% -    -    0.00 0.55  

Central Lake County Corridor: IL 53 /120 25 Tollway  2030 2.52  100% 3.39  0.06  3.45 -    

Cross-Town Tollway and CTA Route  134 PS* 2034 10.20  100% 15.60  0.06  15.66 -    
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Caton Farm-Bruce Rd Corridor  53 Will Co  2034 0.41  59% 0.39  0.01  0.40 0.27  

Laraway Rd 55 Will Co  2025 0.21  50% 0.13  0.00  0.13 0.13  

Wilmington -Peotone Rd  56 Will Co  2025 0.26 50% 0.16 0.01 0.17 0.16 

*PS ɬ Public Submittal  
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Evaluation measures 
Identifying project s that help the region meet its transportation, economic, land use, 

environmental, and quality of life goals is a n objective of the planning process.  The evaluation 

framework classes performance into three categories: 1) addressing ÛÖËÈàɀÚɯÕÌÌËÚȮɯ2) improv ing 

2050 travel, and 3) implement ing ON TO 2050 planning priorities . The following discussion 

describes the project evaluation measures within those categories. 

Addressing todayôs needs 
Given ÛÏÌɯÙÌÎÐÖÕɀÚɯÚÊÈÙÊÌɯÙÌÚÖÜÙÊÌÚɯÈÕË the significant deficiencies on the system, ranging from 

safety problems on highways to capacity constraints on the rail system, ON TO 2050 evaluates 

projects based on the severity of the existing need at a project location. For example, if a 

proposed highway capacity project addresses an area with high congestion, that has a high 

crash rate, and has poor pavement condition, then it should be a higher priority than one where 

these needs are not as great. Different measures are used to evaluate the needs that transit 

(Table 3) and highway (Table 4) projects address. More details on the evaluation measures can 

be found in Appendix A.  

Table 3. Current need measures for transit project evaluation 

Average asset 

condition  

 

The weighted average condition of ÌÈÊÏɯÓÐÕÌɀÚ transit assets is developed 

ÜÚÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ13 ɀÚɯ"È×ÐÛÈÓɯ.×ÛÐÔÐáÈÛÐÖÕɯ2Ü××ÖÙÛɯ3ÖÖÓɯÈÕËɯÜÕËÌÙÓàÐÕÎɯÈÚÚÌÛɯ

inventories  ÍÙÖÔɯÛÏÌɯ13 ɀÚɯÔÖÚÛɯÙÌÊÌÕÛɯcapital asset condition assessment .   

Individual assets or groups of assets across the system have been assigned a 

numerical rating using based on age and %3 ɀÚɯÈÚÚÌÛɯÊÖÕËÐÛÐÖÕɯÚÊÈÓÌɯÞÏÌÙÌɯƙɯ

is like new and 1 is in need of immediate repair.  These conditions are 

averaged across each line, weighted by the estimated cost to replace them, in 

order to develop this measure.  Low numbers indicate that a line has many 

old assets in need of replacement; high numbers indicate that a particular 

line is newer. A project that addresses assets in poorer condition is 

considered a higher priority.  

Capacity constraint  

 

Capacity constraints limit the amount of service that can be provided and 

lead to crowded conditions. C apacity is measured as the ratio of maximum 

passenger loads to capacity on CTA rail and, on Metra, the number of trains 

each day where 95% or more of the seats are occupied. Projects which 

address more significant capacity constraints are considered higher priority. 

Bus projects are not considered to address a capacity constraint.   

Reliability  

 

Reliability is measured as route on-time performance (Metra) or headway 

adherence (bus, CTA rail ). The source is transit agency data. 

ADA improvement  

 

ADA compliance is a significant need on the existing transit system, and an 

area where the transit agencies will be making significant investments. This 

ÔÌÈÚÜÙÌɯÐÚɯɁ8ÌÚɂɯif  a project significantly reduces or eliminates an existing 

ADA deficiency , otherwise ÛÏÌɯÙÈÛÐÕÎɯÐÚɯɁ-Öȭɂ 

 

https://www.rtachicago.org/files/documents/businessandfinance/capitalassetconditionassessment/2016%20Capital%20Asset%20Condition%20Assessment%20Report.pdf
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Table 4. Current need measures for highway project evaluation 

Structural deficiency of 

bridges 

Measured as square feet of bridge deck on bridges along a project that are 

categorized as deficient. Projects that address more structurally deficient 

bridge deck area are considered higher priority.  

Pavement condition For arterials, a combination of Condition Rating System (CRS) and 

International Roughness Index (IRI)  is used, scaled 1-100 from best to worst 

condition for the NHS system. For expressways, pavement condition is 

additionally evaluated by median pavement age of the project segments. 

Projects that address older pavements or pavements in worse condition are 

considered higher priority.  

Safety The severity of safety problems addressed by a project is measured by the 

rate of serious injury and fatal crashes occurring per VMT on the project 

segments, scaled 1-100. A project addressing a more severe safety problem is 

considered a higher priority.  

Mobility  Mobility is measured as  a combination of the intensity of congestion 

(measured with the travel time index, or TTI) and the duration of congestion 

(measured as hours of congestion throughout the day). The measures are 

weighted equally  and rescaled 1-100. A capacity project addressing a more 

severe congestion problem is considered a higher priority.  

Reliability  This measure rates the severity of existing travel time unreliability using the 

planning time index (PTI) , scaled to a value 1-100. A capacity project 

addressing a more severe reliability problem is considered a higher priority.  

 

2050 performance 
Projects are also evaluated based on how they are expected to perform in 2050. For expressway 

×ÙÖÑÌÊÛÚȮɯ", /ɀÚɯÍÖÜÙ-step travel demand model was used to model each project and estimate 

reductions in congestion, changes in crash rates, and changes in other measures expected from 

implementing candidate projects . Arterial projects were not modeled  on a project by project 

basis, but the evaluation was supported by more generic modeling on the National Highway 

System arterials using the four-step model. The Regional Transportation Authority ( RTA) 

computed 2050 transit project  ×ÌÙÍÖÙÔÈÕÊÌɯÜÚÐÕÎɯÈɯÊÖÔÉÐÕÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ%3 ɀÚɯSimplified Trips 

on Projects (STOPS) model developed and calibrated for northeastern Illinois and the RTA 

Access Tool created to measure the accessibility of jobs by transit.  

 

Travel conditions in 2050 with and without the projects were compared. The change between 

no-build (without the project) and build (with the pro ject) measures was calculated by using the 

difference between the appropriate scenarios. All projects were evaluated using ÙÌÎÐÖÕɀÚɯ

existing and committed network, which includes the existing 2015 road and transit  network 

plus projects from the Northeastern Illinois Transportation Improvement Program 5 (TIP) that 

are expected to exist in 2050. Each build scenario included the existing and committed network 

                                                      
5 The TIP, available at https://etip.cmap.illinois.gov/ , is a compendium of funded projects on which some 

phase of work is expected in the next five years.  

https://etip.cmap.illinois.gov/
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plus the project in question. For phased transit projects (such as Circle Line, Red/Purple 

Modernizatio n, etc.), later phases had their no-build scenarios adjusted to included earlier 

phases on top of the 2015 base network. The characteristics of individual projects were coded 

into the model based on information supplied by the project sponsors. More detail s on the 

evaluation measures are available in Appendix A.  

 

In addition to reporting absolute project benefits, the cost -effectiveness of the projects was also 

computed. To do so, the current year (2018) capital cost of the project plus 10 years of operating 

cost was divided by each evaluation measure.  This results in an estimated cost per unit of 

change, for example dollars per new rider or dollars per minute of travel time change.    

Table 5. 2050 performance measures for transit project evaluation 

Project ridership  (daily)  The number of boardings on the project in 2050, reflecting the total number 

of users benefitted by the project. 

Change in regional 

ridership (daily)  

The incremental change in transit use, measured as transit person-trips per 

day, caused by the project in 2050.  This shows how much a project increases 

overall regional ridership.  

Change in work trip 

transit travel time 

(minutes)  

This measure computes the difference in average commute time for workers 

region wide.   

Change in project user 

commute time 

(minutes)  

This measure computes the difference in average commute time for project 

users where transit could be used in both build and no -build scenarios.  It 

excludes areas where transit was not available in the no-build scenario. 

Change in job 

accessibility (count of 

jobs) 

Measures the change in the average number of jobs each household in the 

region can reach by transit within both 60 and 90 minutes. 

Table 6. 2050 performance measures for expressway project evaluation 

Change in congested 

vehicle hours traveled 

(VHT) in region (hours 

daily ) 

Congested VHT measures the time all vehicles in total spend in congestion. 

If a project reduced a typical trip time in congested conditions by 5 minutes 

for 10,000 cars, then the change in congested VHT would be 5 minutes * 

10,000 cars ÷ 60 minutes/hour = 833 hours saved. 

Change in congested 

VHT in corridor  (hours 

daily ) 

Since in some cases a project may have a modest impact on performance at 

the regional scale but a large impact in the vicinity of the project, this 

measure assesses the reduction in congested VHT for all vehicles within a 5 -

mile buffer around the project.  

Change in regional 

work trip travel time  

(minutes) 

Measures the change in the average travel time for commutes beginning  

anywhere in the CMAP area. 

Change in work trip 

travel time within 

corridor (minutes ) 

Measures the change in the average travel time for commutes beginning 

only in the 5-mile buffer around the project.  

Change in job 

accessibility (count of 

jobs) 

Measures the change in the average number of jobs each household can 

reach by auto within 45 minutes . 
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Ten-year change in 

expected crashes 

This measure estimates the change in all crashes resulting from the project.  

Planning priorities 
The projects were assessed for their contributions  existing GO TO 2040 and emerging ON TO 

2050 priorities. Given the important role of Inclusive Growth in ON TO 2050, the evaluation 

looks closely at how well projects benefit residents of economically disconnected areas, places 

with high concentrations of low income residents, persons of color , or residents with limited 

English language proficiency.  TÖɯÈÚÚÌÚÚɯÈɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛɀÚɯÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯÛÖɯÏÌÓ×ɯÛÏÌɯÙÌÎÐÖÕɯÎÙÖÞɯÌÊÖÕÖÔÐÊÈÓÓàȮɯ

the analysis also examines aspects of the economic impact and support of freight movement  of 

proposed projects. 3ÖɯÚÜ××ÖÙÛɯ.-ɯ3.ɯƖƔƙƔɀÚɯÙÌÐÕÝÌÚÛÔÌÕÛɯÙÌÊÖÔÔÌÕËÈÛÐÖÕÚȮɯÛÏÌɯÈÕÈÓàÚÐÚ 

examines how well a project supports infill development in already -developed parts of the 

region. For highway investment s, the analysis furthermore examines how projects might 

encourage development in priority conservation areas and sensitive water resources, or place 

additional burdens on areas with groundwater scarcity. More details on the evaluation 

measures are available in Appendix A.  

Table 7. Planning priorities for transit projects 

Project use by residents of 

economically disconnected 

areas  

This is the proportion of project ridership estimated to come from 

economically disconnected areas and measures the degree to which a 

project directly benefits those areas. 

Support for infill 

development  

Captures the degree to which a project supports growth in areas that are 

appropriate for infill development  based on a 1-100 index. Projects that 

serve areas that are highly supportive of infill receive up to 100, while 

projects that serve areas that minimally support infill score as little as 0.  

Economic impact due to 

industry clustering  

Dollar value of incr eased labor productivity by enhanced businesses-

business interaction and access to larger labor pool brought about by a 

×ÙÖÑÌÊÛɀÚɯchanges to transit travel times.  

Access to low barrier to 

entry jobs for residents of 

economically disconnected 

areas 

This measure assesses the average number of higher-wage jobs that do 

not require a college degree that are accessible to households living in 

economically disconnected areas within 60  and 90 minutes by transit.  

Change in greenhouse gas 

emissions (kg/day  in 2050) 

By reducing auto VMT, transit projects tend to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions.  

Risk assessment The Risk Assessment measure is used to capture the relative difficulty of 

delivering the project based on physical, political, and community 

constraints.   

Freight improvement  Measures the impact the project will have on freight based on specific 

changes the project will include.  
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Table 8. Planning priorities for highway projects 

Change in congested VHT 

for heavy t rucks in region 

(hours daily ) 

To estimate project benefits to freight, this measure captures the change 

in congested VHT for heavy commercial vehicles.  

Change in congested VHT 

for heavy t rucks in corridor  

(hours daily ) 

Measures the change in congested VHT, but for heavy commercial 

vehicles only and within a 5 -mile buffer around the project.  

Freight improvement  Measures the impact the project will have on freight based on specific 

changes the project will include.  

Change in greenhouse gas 

emissions (metric tons/day) 

Emissions of GHGs by autos is sensitive both to total vehicle miles 

traveled and vehicle speed. 

Development pressure in 

conservation areas (count 

of new households) 

By increasing highway access, highway projects may encourage 

development in important conservation areas. For expressways, this 

measure estimates the potential increase in households in conservation 

areas. For arterials, the measure of impact is simply the number of acres 

ÖÍɯ×ÙÐÖÙÐÛàɯÊÖÕÚÌÙÝÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÙÌÈɯÞÐÛÏÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛɀÚɯÛÙÈÝÌÓ shed, converted 

to a 1-100 score.  

Development pressure in 

areas at risk of 

groundwater desaturation 

(count of new households) 

Similar to development pressure in conservati on areas, this measure 

evaluates the potential increase in number of households in areas with 

groundwater desaturation.  

Change in impervious area 

(acres) 

Based on the projected spinoff development, this analysis estimates the 

increased coverage of impervious surface, which is a proxy for negative 

impacts on water resources. Does not include imperviousness associated 

with actual road facility.  

Project use by residents of 

economically disconnected 

areas (percent of VMT) 

This is the proportion of VMT on a project from trips originating in 

economically disconnected areas, and reflects the degree to which a 

project directly benefits those areas. 

Change in fine particulate 

matter emissions in 

economically disconnected 

areas (g/day)  

Fine particulate emissions have a negative impact on public health. This 

measure determines the degree to which a project would cause changes 

in fine particulate matter emissions in economically disconnected areas 

where health impacts are expected to be especially high.  

Accessibility of low barrier 

to entry jobs for residents of 

economically disconnected 

areas (count of jobs) 

This measure assesses the average number of higher-wage jobs that do 

not require a college degree that are accessible to households living in 

economically disconnected areas within 45 minutes by auto. 

Economic impact due to 

industry clustering (dollars 

per year) 

Dollar value of increased labor productivity by enhanced businesses-

business interaction and access to larger labor pool brought about by a 

×ÙÖÑÌÊÛɀÚɯÊÏÈÕÎÌÚɯÛÖɯÛÙÈÕÚÐÛɯÛÙÈÝÌÓɯÛÐÔÌÚȭ 

Support for infill 

development  

Captures the degree to which a project supports growth in areas that are 

appropriate for infill development  based on a 1-100 index. Projects that 

serve areas that are highly supportive of infill receive up to 100, while 

projects that serve areas that minimally support infill score as little as 0.  
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Benefit to key industries  This measure assesses the degree to which projects benefit key 

industries.  Key ind ustries were identified by  the number of jobs in 

regionally specialized, export -oriented industries with higher than 

average in-region transportation costs.  

Benefit to areas with 

industrial vacancy 

This measure identifies the degree to which projects benefit distressed 

industrial areas. Distressed industrial areas were identified by current 

vacancy. Projects serving distressed industrial areas are considered to be 

ÏÐÎÏÌÙɯ×ÙÐÖÙÐÛàɯÉÌÊÈÜÚÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌÐÙɯÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯÛÖɯÐÔ×ÙÖÝÌɯÛÏÌÚÌɯÈÙÌÈɀÚɯ

competitiveness.    

Evaluation highlights 
This section discusses highlights of the evaluation . It is important to emphasize that the 

evaluation is a planning -level comparison rather than the more detailed modeling required for 

project studies. Including an evaluation of exist ing system needs is new in ON TO 2050, and as 

a result certain projects which appear to have limited benefits based only on modeling have 

clearer value. For example, several projects with modest mobility benefits, such as the 

reconstruction and widening of  I-80 from Ridge Road to US 30 (RSP 36), can be more readily 

justified on the basis of the need to rebuild the existing infrastructure.  These projects also often 

support significant existing jobs and households.  

Transit 
The analysis of how well the propoÚÌËɯÛÙÈÕÚÐÛɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛÚɯÔÌÌÛɯÛÖËÈàɀÚɯÕÌÌËÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯÚàÚÛÌÔɯ

indicates that a number of projects address significant capacity constraints as well as state of 

good repair issues. At the top of this list is Red Purple Modernization Future Phases (RSP 58B), 

which al so has the best 2050 performance and relatively high cost-effectiveness for 2050 

performance. The Blue Line Forest Park Branch reconstruction (RSP 93) also addresses a 

significant state of good repair need, but it is less capacity constrained and has lower 2050 

performance benefits. A number of Metra improvement projects also address significant asset 

condition and capacity needs. Many of the same transit projects perform well in supporting 

planning priorities. For example, RPM Future Phases, the Pace express bus expansion, Pace 

Pulse, and the Forest Park Reconstruction, along with the Red Line South Extension, all perform 

well in this area.  

 

The evaluation compares project performance on an absolute basis as well as based on cost-

effectiveness (dollar per unit benefit). In terms of 2050 performance on mobility measures, the 

Arterial Rapid Transit (ART) and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) projects and a handful of Metra 

improvements to existing lines perform well both on an absolute and on a cost -effectiveness 

basis. The Pace express bus expansion as well as the Pace Pulse networks perform well on either 

approach. Interestingly, the longer -term Pace Pulse routes perform better on growth in 

ridership and access to jobs than the short- and mid -term routes, partly because they serve areas 

not currently served well by transit, but which are expected to have significantly higher 

population and employment by 2050. Nevertheless, the short-term Pace Pulse routes perform 

better on a cost-effectiveness basis because the long-term routes add many more service hours.  
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In general, the largest and most expensive projects tend to have the highest mobility benefits. 

These projects are not always cost effective. For example, the $15 billion publicly-submitted 

SMART monorail project (RSP 144) would add 115 miles of track, over five times more mileage 

than the next largest project. Accordingly, it has high absolute impacts on transit ridership and 

access to jobs by transit in the region. However, it has low cost-effectiveness on these measures. 

The Crosstown Expressway plus rail (RSP 134) -- a project last considered four decades ago, 

before its federal funding was redirected to transit projects in the face of opposition over 

community impacts -- has the largest mobility benefits of any of the highway projects and is 

also the most expensive. Note, however, that the Crosstown still performs relatively well for 

mobility benefits on a cost-effectiveness basis. 

 

Highway 
As with transit, performance of highway projects is mixed, and results var y between the basic 

measures and cost-effectiveness measures. The Illinois 53/120 extension (RSP 25) ɬ modeled as a 

4-lane, 45-mph tolled roadway as recommended in 2012 by the Blue Ribbon Advisory 

Committee -- continues to demonstrate large improvements in  congestion and commute time 

and performs relatively well on a cost -effectiveness basis. However, it also has significant 

negative environmental impacts and faces cost constraints. The managed lane on the Stevenson 

Expressway has the highest mobility benefits on a cost-effectiveness basis, but still performs 

very well on an absolute basis. The reconstruction of the Eisenhower Expressway with the 

addition of a managed lane performs relatively well on a mobility basis and addresses major 

existing congestion, reliability, and state of good repair needs. The Illiana Expressway performs 

moderately well at improving mobility on an absolute basis and very well on a cost -

effectiveness basis, but does little to address current needs or meet planning priorities.  

 

Other expressway projects that stand out include the Central Tri-State Mobility Improvements 

(RSP 23), which reconstructs the oldest pavement on the expressway system and would have 

large mobility, safety, and job access gains. The I-290/I-294 and I-290/I-90 interchange projects 

ÙÈÕÒɯÞÌÓÓɯÈÛɯÈËËÙÌÚÚÐÕÎɯÛÖËÈàɀÚɯÕÌÌËÚɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÔÖÉÐÓÐÛàɯÈÕËɯÙÌÓÐÈÉÐÓÐÛàɯÊÈÛÌÎÖÙÐÌÚȮɯÎÐÝÌÕɯÛÏÈÛɯÔÈÕàɯ

of the problems on the expressway system stem from interchange performance. While the 

regional model reflects some travel time improvemen ts associated with large interchange 

projects, it is not well suited to measuring the operational improvements these projects provide.  

 

", /ɀÚɯÌÕÝÐÙÖÕÔÌÕÛÈÓɯÈÕÈÓàÚÐÚɯÖÍɯÌß×ÙÌÚÚÞÈàɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛÚɯÍÖÊÜÚÌÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯÊÖÕÕÌÊÛÐÖÕɯÉÌÛÞÌÌÕɯÓÈÕËɯ

use and transportation, evaluating not the direct impacts to natural resources in the project 

right -of-way, but instead how the project might reshape development patterns and thereby 

encourage (or discourage) development pressure in priority conservation areas. In turn, 

communities could help the region avoid induced development in sensitive areas through 

appropriate land use controls. In general, roadway extensions tend to have the largest potential 

negative effects on important conservation areas. From this standpoint, the Illinois 53/120 

extension, the McHenry-Lake Corridor, and the Illiana Expressway all have large potential 
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negative impacts, although the degree of potential impact is by far highest for Illinois 53/120. 

Among the reconstruction wi th added lanes projects, the Edens Expressway and I-55 south of I-

80 (RSP 34) stand out for their potential impacts on priority conservation areas. This measure 

also has some counterintuitive results. For example, while the Crosstown Expressway right -of-

way would be entirely within already -built areas, it would have mobility impacts extending 

well outside of existing built -up land and could stimulate additional development, particularly 

in Lake County.  

 

Besides development pressure on priority conservation areas, CMAP also examined the 

potential to induce growth in areas with large aquifer drawdowns caused by reliance on 

groundwater for community use. Given that these areas are geographically concentrated in the 

west and southwest part of the region (see Appendix A),  only a few projects tend to have this 

effect. The I-80 Add/Managed Lanes (RSP 36), I-55 Add Lanes and Reconstruction (RSP 34), and 

Illiana Expressway are the projects with the most significant potential to further stress 

groundwater resources.  

 

One purpose of evaluating numerous performance measures is that no project can perform well 

in all aspects. Further, tradeoffs exist between several performance measures. For highway 

projects, in general, there is a modest tradeoff between reducing congestion (measured as 

congested vehicle hours traveled, or CVHT) and increasing auto miles traveled. Although not in 

every instance, projects that reduce regional CVHT (that is, increase speed) tend to also increase 

regional VMT (Figure 8 ). However, on a percentage basis the improvement in congestion is 

much greater than the increase in total auto usage.  

 

A tradeoff between congestion reduction and transit usage might also be expected, as reduced 

auto travel times could make auto travel a more attractive optio n relative to transit. However, 

the negative impact is very weak overall, and in some cases transit boardings are expected to 

increase with congestion reduction, presumably because either adding expressway capacity 

reduced arterial congestion, thus speeding up bus service, or because it provided better auto 

access to transit stations. Most new expressway capacity is also assumed to be tolled, which 

likely reduces negative impacts on transit ridership.   
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Figure 8. Correlation of congestion reduction vs. auto usage (left) and congestion reduction vs. 
transit usage (right) 

  

 

The benefits and burdens of candidate projects can also be distributed in surprising ways. The 

share of VMT from economically disconnected areas indicates the degree to which residents of 

disadvantaged communities benefit from a proposed project because it provides a travel time 

savings. Change in fine particulate matter emissions in economically disconnected areas, on the 

other hand, can measure as either a benefit or a burden depending on its sign. As Figure 9 

suggests, the projects that most directly benefit economically disconnected areas in terms of 

usage also tend to result in higher fine particulate emissions in economically disconnected 

areas. At the same time, there is also a strong correlation between anticipated use by residents 

of economically disconnected areas and access to quality jobs with low barriers to entry.  

Figure 9. Correlation of expressway usage by residents of EDAs vs. fine particulate emissions 
(left) and usage by residents of EDAs vs. access to low-barrier jobs 

 

 
 

3ÏÌɯÌÝÈÓÜÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÓÚÖɯÚÜÎÎÌÚÛÚɯÛÏÈÛɯÈɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛɀÚɯÚÜ××ÖÙÛɯÍÖÙɯÐÕÍÐÓÓɯËÌÝÌÓÖ×ÔÌÕÛȮɯÈɯ×ÓÈÕÕÐÕÎɯ×ÙÐÖÙÐÛàɯ

for ON TO 2050, is connected to its economic impact (Figure 10). This is most likely because the 

estimate of economic impact is based on how a project affects spatial interaction between 

businesses as well as between businesses and potential employees. Projects that are better at 

reducing travel time between areas with high job densities have larger economic impacts, and 

such projects tend to be found in, or serve, infill areas. 






















































































































